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In enacting legislation that impacts on rural areas 
or is directly related to telecommunications. Congress has rarely 
considered the role of communications in rural development. Neither 
the House nor the Senate Agriculture Committees considered the role 
of telecommunications in drafting the 1972 Rural Development Act* 
While no specific provisions for telecommunications were included in 
the Act, the Farmers ijome Administration approved a loan for a 
broadband communications system under Title I, Section 102 regarding 
Conifliunity Facility Loans, Although the needs addressed in the 1976 
Educational Broadcasting Facilities and Telecommunications Act were 
net specifically rural, experiments in using satellite communications 
for educational purposes were conducted. The 1975 Regional 
Development Act provided for demonstration projects in health, 
juutrition^y and vocational and technical education. Yet, there was no 
explicit intention for telecoiPmunicaticns to b€ included in these 
projects. This lack of attention appears to be a matter of oversight 
rather than one of deliberate exclusion. While ther^: hav€ been 
numerous broadband ccamunications experimental pro:;jcts iivolving 
different rural areas, most have started with technology ri. ther than 
program. Without a clear Congressional mandate, it is higtly unlikely 
that a coordinated systematic approach will evolve using broadband 
conmunacations technology to serve rural people. (Aothor/NQ) 
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Comraunications 

and 

Rural America 

Purpose 

In April 1!}76, the OWwv. of TechnoloKy 
A.ssL'ssrnent (OTA) of the U.S. Con^re.ss 
i.^siUMl a sLzUr n'port ('iititlecl The Feasi" 
biUti! (t)hi Value of Ilroddlnuid Cominunl- 
r(iti/)n>s i/i Rural A eras. The purpo.se of the 
con for»,»Mce i.s to e.Kreiul this effort by: 

• Considering a broader ranK«ri of commu- 
nications technolo).ne.s which nii^^ht be 
used to meet rural needs. 

• J'^urther examining the (juestion of 
whether system demor strations aimed at 
aehievin^^ economic viability are needed 
and if so, identifyinK the kinds of dem- 
onstrations which mij^lit be undertaken. 

» Further examinin.i^ whether rural inter- 
ests have been adecjuately considered in 
existini^ Federal communications policy. 

'i'iie outcome of this effort will be a re- 
port iru-orporatin.u^ the information and 
point:' of vi*rsv presented at the conference. 

( 'o n <:C r ess i 0 n a 1 i n 1 1* r • t 

The con fereru''* is bein;^ held in r'osponse 
to a request for additional information on 
TMir:d c(jmmunicaM(Uis from Senator ITer- 
rr.an Talmad;:'^ ("nairman of the Senate 
A^^riculiure ('o:nrnittee, as approver! l)y the 
i 1^ {7ieinber Technolt)|ry Assessment I»oard 
<»f the U.S. C'oni:-r'.'s-. Seruitor Pastoi'e of 
the Senate Subcijnuui ttee on CVjmmuni- 



cations subsecpiently joined Senator 1'al- 
nia(U(e in support of the conference. It is 
int(jnded that the conference will be of 
value to the U.S. Conj^ress in it.*^ delibera- 
tions on communications policy. 

C'onferenie Dates antl Or^jani'/ation 

The conference will convene for *\ day.s, 
November 15-17, 197G, with about GO in- 
vited participants. For the first 2 day.s, 
participants will be equally divided among 
three panels which will meet in parallel. 
Each panel \vill concentrate upon a spe- 
cific topic addressed in the OTA report as 
follows : 

• Panel L Kural Development and Com- 

munications. 

o Panel 2, Technology, Economic^ aiul 
Services. 

• Panel Federal Policy. 

On the third day, participants from all 
three panels will meet to^^ether to exchanp^e 
and synthesize findin^^s and explicitly ad- 
dress the question of rural system dem- 
onstrations. 

(.'osponsorini^ Institutions 

The National Rural Center is cosponsor- 
iiiK Panel 1 (Rural Development and Com- 
munications). Tile Aspen Institute is co- 
sponsorin^r Panel o (Federal Policy). 
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In fiiact iruj I eij i j; I at. ion t.hat. impact.s on rural aroa^3 or that ii\ 
<lLr''otly n.'iated t-o to L(,'Communici\t 1 ' , Conyross has rarely t:akon into 
(•(.iiui id<?rat i on tho role of coininunLcf.it: my> it rural development. 

Ni»it:her tho Housg nor the Sonato Aqricul^uro Committeos conniderod 
tVie role of tolccommuni cat ions in drafting the Rural Lovelopment Act or 
1072, though it was not deliberately exclud'^d. Dr. Peter Goldmark, 
former president ind rest- :r -^h director of CBS Laboratories and founder 
of the Now Rural Society Project, first raised thv issue with the Senate 
Acjriculture Committee in mid-1972 after the bill had been signed into 
law* 

Whilt: no specific provisions dealing with telecommunications were 
included in this Act, under Title I, Section 102 regarding Community 
Facility Loan.'-;, the Fanners Home Administration has approved a loan for 
the Western Wisconsin Communications Cooperative in Trempeleau County, 
Wisconsin for a broadband communications system. Some forty different 
kinds of programs have been financed under this section. The Trempeleau 
project is the only communications program funded and represents only a 
small portion of the financing program. The type of facility receiving 
the greatest number of loans has been fire departments, while hospitals, 
nursing homes, and other medical care facilities requiring sizable 
amounts of capital have received the largest share of financing. 

The needs addressed in the Educational Broadcasting Facilities and 
Telecommunications Act of 1976 are not specifically rural. Nevertheless r 
the Rocky Mountain and Appalachian experiences in employing satellite 
communications for educational purposes offered positive exar^ples of how 

telecommunications demonstrations could be used m rural areas. 
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The Educational Broadcasting i*'acilitios and TelGcoinmunications Act 
of 107f» declaro'j a::; ito purpoG(.^: "(1) to assist (through matching grants) 
Ln Iho. construction of noncommercial educational television or radio 
broadcasting facilities, and (2) to demonstrate (through grants or 
contracts) the use of telecommunications technology for the distribution 
and dissemination of health, education, and other public or social 
service information." Telecommunications demonstrations will be conducted 
by public or private nonprofit organizations which seek to demonstrate 
innovative mot.hods or techniques in utilizing nonbroadcast telecommunications 

The Regional Development Act of 1975 also provides for demonstration 
projects in health and nutrition ar\d in vocational and technical education, 
but tihere was no explicit intention on the part of the House Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation or the senate Committee on Public Works for 
telecommunications to be included in these demonstration projects. There was 
a general awareness of the importance of communications and of the experience 
of the Appal ucliian Regional Commission in utiixzing satellite communications. 
T:» discussing demonstration health programs the Senate COmn»ittee's report 
encouraged the Appalachian Regional Commission "to develop new approaches to 
the organii'.ation and provision of health, nutrition and child care services 
with special emphasis on areas without sufficient services; to demonstrate 
new method.; co reduce co>'.ts of health and child care through efficient 
use of all health personnel, new systems of communication and transportation. . 
(S. Report 94-278, p. 16). Thus, the Act allows some leeway for the use of 
telecommunications in demonstration projects, but no specific mandate from 
Congress was issued. 
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In !'-xi)imai^-, it is accurate to say that Congress has given scant 
attention to the role broadband coinmunications might play in encouraging 
rural development. This lack of attention appears to be a matter of 
oversight rather than one of deliberate exclusion. 

While there have been a number of broadband communications ex- 
perimental projects involving different rural areas, most of these 
efforts have started with technology rather than program. Similarly, a 
General Accounting Office report finds that 18 federal agencies, for the 
most part without any coordination, funds cable television research and 
development projects for rural and urban areas. Without a clear Con- 
gressional mandate, it is highly unlik«^iiy that a coordinated, systematic 
approach will evolve in using broadband communications technology to 
serve rural people. 

Larry Newlin 
National Rural Center 



8 



ERIC 



